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2. To prove the judgment it was sufficient, under section 46 of" The
County Courts Act," R.S.lM. C. 33, ta produce the entry in the procedure
books of the County Court or a certulied copy thereof, as County Courts in
Manitoba arc Courts of Record.

3. The omission by the Clerk of the Court, when signing judgment
in the original action, to observe the directions af s. soS of the Act relating
Ia striking out the name of a defendant who had not been served with the
writ af summons by making a note of the arnendment in the procedure
book amounted onily ta an irregularity and did flot invalidate the judgment.

At thct trial defendant's couni:e) aiso argued that there had heen no properIL seizure of the buildings under the execution, or, if there was, that the seizure
had been abandoned, that due notice of the sale and of the several post-
ponements had noct been given, also that the buildings had heen sold taI the wife of the execution creditor for anî inadequate price, that heore so
selling, the bailiff should, under section 135 of the Act, have applied ta the
jud-e of the court for power ta seli, and that the writ af executian had
expired liefore the sale. The bailiff found the buildings locked and

4 vacant, le did not enter them or put a mari in possession, but put -Jp
thrce written notices on them, stating that he had seîzed theni and
nmentinînin,- the place and date of the ;ntrnded sale. No notices of the
several adjournmienuh of the sale %were iiade pul.lic in the neiLhlbourhood of
the bul1dings. but defendant kniew the date finaily fixed for the sale and his
solicitor, ai the ti nie of the sale. igaetî iailîi a wrîttun notice farlîidding
it. The buildings were s:tuatcd ýn a sinil a-id distant settlement ont the
shore of L.ake Wnpgand, altho.ugF they were sold for a very srnal
percentage of what they had cosr, it woul<l not have paid wo remove
theni frani the settle.nierit, and it was îlot shewn that there isere any other
persans 1;kcdy to buy thern at an% pice.

i1.d . 'l'le seizure was suficieit and couLd not be said ta have been
abandoned.

2. As against the execution debtor, the notices ai the salc and ai theI adjourrnents were sufficient.
3- TIhe sale could not lie inilpeached for înadeqiiacy of price, or

because the purchaser was the wifc of the exectition c'reditor, and that the
provisions ai s. iS3 are only for the protection of the h)ailîff against ani action for selling it at too low a price.

4. As the scîzure 'was nmade while the %%-r.t of execution was in force,
and the sale then advertiscd was adjournied frirom re to tinie till iae
buildings wcre actually sold, it niade no différence tliat the writ liad
expire') lefore the actual sale.

judgment for the plaintitT with rosts, execution ta bie stayed for two
months ta eniable defendant ta appeal.
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